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INTRODUCTION 

 This is a so-called Sade C. case.  Appellant, Lavance D., father of S. A. D., 

and de facto father of T. A. and M. H., and appellant Taddie K. A., mother of all 

three children, filed separate appeals from the order of the juvenile court 

terminating their parental and de facto parental rights over the three minors.  We 

affirm. 

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

 We appointed counsel to represent mother and father in this appeal.  After 

examination of the record, both attorneys notified this court in writing, pursuant to 

In re Sade C. (1996) 13 Cal.4th 952, that counsel were unable to file opening 

briefs.  By notices dated June 17, 2004, and June 21, 2004, we advised father and 

mother, respectively, to submit any contentions or issues they wished this court to 

consider within 30 days.  We affirm. 

 Father filed a supplemental brief on July 14, 2004, and mother filed her 

supplemental brief on July 15, 2004.  We have reviewed the letters and the 

juvenile court record.   

DISCUSSION 

  It is a well-settled principle of appellate practice and of constitutional 

doctrine that judgments and orders of the trial court are presumed to be correct 

and the party challenging them must affirmatively show reversible error.  

(Walling v. Kimball (1941) 17 Cal.2d 364, 373; Denham v. Superior Court 

(1970) 2 Cal.3d 557, 564.)  We conclude that, in pursuing their appeal, neither 

parent has demonstrated error. 

 In her supplemental brief, mother states that she is in a drug rehabilitation 

program until October 2005, and she is “willing to do whatever the courts decide 

is in our best interest.”  Mother has failed to demonstrate error.  Mother was 

entitled to a maximum of 18 months of reunification services.  (Welf. & Inst. 

Code, § 361.5, subds. (a)(1), (a)(2) & (a)(3), par. 4.)  That time period has long 
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since passed.  Meanwhile, mother has yet to complete her current drug 

rehabilitation program. 

 Father/de facto father filed a four and one-half page supplemental brief 

listing his six grievances.  None of the grievances has merit and thus, father/de 

facto father has failed to demonstrate that the juvenile court committed error.  

 Accordingly, we affirm the order terminating the parental rights of mother 

and father/de facto father. 

DISPOSITION 

 The order is affirmed. 
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